








Hey Matt,

I'm analyzing Kirkland's NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action DEIS as part of Kirkland
Greenways. Fehr and Peers link to your data for their Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Area Studied
Alternatives (Exhibit 1-16 in the DEIS above).

I'm wondering why the data you use is so old. There have been numerous updates to the EIA data alone since
2003. But some of your data is even older, including Typical Housing stock from 2001.

I'm wondering if Fehr and Peers are using the right data or if maybe you've updated the spreadsheet but not
your notes? Surely the data has changed in 20 years, yes?

Anyway, I'd love your thoughts and perspective.

Thanks!
Brad

NOTICE: This e-mail account is part of the public domain. Any correspondence and attachments, including personal
information, sent to and from the City of Kirkland are subject to the Washington State Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56
RCW, and may be subject to disclosure to a third party requestor, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege
asserted by an external party.



From: Joel Pfundt

Sent: Friday, January 29, 2021 6:22 AM
To: Allison Zike; Jeremy McMahan
Subject: FW: GHG Dataset Dates

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

FYI...

From: [
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 10:43 PM

To: Adam Weinstein <AWeinstein@kirklandwa.gov>; Jon Pascal <JPascal@kirklandwa.gov>; Joel Pfundt
<JPfundt@kirklandwa.gov>
Subject: FW: GHG Dataset Dates

Hey Friends,

As | was reviewing Kirkland's NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action DEIS, (page 3.6) | noticed the GHG
emissions data Fehr and Peers used is nearly 20 years old. | see there’s data on commercial building energy
consumption from as early as 2018. And the annual VMT data is from 2006 at 56.5B and in 2019 the state
reported was 62.5B. Our state has also added another 1.2M people since 2006 as well and those figures are
included in their calculations. | think we can all agree the GHG numbers included in that packet are thus

misleading. (not that the public scrutinizes such things as | do. @)

| reached out to Matt at King County who owns that spreadsheet. He said it was made for an old and dated
SEPA process and was never intended to be updated.

| think Fehr and Peers, and/or the city, should use the formulas in the spreadsheet but with updated data.
Meanwhile, Jon, maybe you want to lean on someone at the county to get these sheet updated or taken down.
It makes me wonder how many projects are being pitched with this old GHG data.

Also, there is no mention of non-exhaust particulate emissions from motor vehicles. For a project that is so near
sensitive waterways and wetlands, it seems the report would want to pay particular attention to this often over
looked dimension. | know there’s a proposal for a blue street, but it would be good to talk about why. And it’s
ironic the blue street will be connecting to a parking garage as part of the alternative 3 plan...even as the plan
greenwashes the benefits of TOD.

People like to look at EV’s as the GHG savior (which they have potential to help), but few people know that with
the increased torque comes more particulate matter from tires. The WSDOT EIS also gave little mention of this
and claimed the interchange would do little to increase particulate matter or increase traffic volume. And yet,
the new interchange (if built) will be three layers of vehicle traffic where today there are two. Moreover,
improved interchange flow to and from 85 may induce demand thus increase volumes from nearby arterials.
(which the Kirkland DEIS admits at 3.6.4)



“However, even with some combination of these potential mitigation measures, queueing would likely still be an issue
throughout the Study Area and on the 1-405 off ramps, which would also influence safety. Therefore, significant
unavoidable adverse impacts are expected for auto, freight, and safety.”

With the city’s refreshed commitment to sustainability, and a new focus on equity and justice, it would be good
to see more attention put on true GHG, the underexplored effects of non-exhaust particulate emissions, and a
spotlight on transportation equity and justice for those who live and work (or will) near the freeway. The current
document greenwashes much of this away by focusing on the benefits of TOD in alternative 3 and the cities ATP
and sustainability plans, but gives little attention (outside of 3.6.4) to the realities of a dominant car dependent
region with considerable increases in population.

Happy to chat face to face if it helps. And happy to help or nudge anyway or anywhere | can.

Brad

From: Kuharic, Matt
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 4:45 PM

To: I
Subject: RE: GHG Dataset Dates

Hi Brad,

Apologies for the delayed response. | agree that the data in the reference County developed spreadsheet is out of date
and there is more recent data and information available from other sources.

The County has not updated the spreadsheet because when it was first developed it was to support potential
requirements of GHG emissions mitigation through the SEPA process, but because those potential requirements never
were adopted, and because only disclosure of GHG emissions through SEPA is required, resources and time have not
been spent to update the original spreadsheet.

Please let me know how | can be of assistance.

Sincerely, Matt

Matt Kuharic

Senior Climate Program Manager

King County's Department of Natural Resources and Parks Director's Office
http://www.kingcounty.gov/climate

From: I
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 10:24 AM

To: Kuharic, Matt <Matt.Kuharic@kingcounty.gov>
Subject: RE: GHG Dataset Dates

Ping. Let me know if there’s someone else | should be asking.

Thanks, Matt.



Brad

From: I
Sent: Sunday, January 10, 2021 4:16 PM

To: matt.kuharic@kingcounty.gov
Subject: GHG Dataset Dates

Hey Matt,

I'm analyzing Kirkland's NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action DEIS as part of Kirkland
Greenways. Fehr and Peers link to your data for their Lifetime GHG Emissions of the Study Area Studied
Alternatives (Exhibit 1-16 in the DEIS above).

I'm wondering why the data you use is so old. There have been numerous updates to the EIA data alone since
2003. But some of your data is even older, including Typical Housing stock from 2001.

I'm wondering if Fehr and Peers are using the right data or if maybe you've updated the spreadsheet but not
your notes? Surely the data has changed in 20 years, yes?

Anyway, I'd love your thoughts and perspective.

Thanks!
Brad

NOTICE: This e-mail account is part of the public domain. Any correspondence and attachments, including personal
information, sent to and from the City of Kirkland are subject to the Washington State Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56
RCW, and may be subject to disclosure to a third party requestor, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege
asserted by an external party.



From: Steve Wilhelm

Sent: Saturday, February 13, 2021 6:46 PM
To: Allison Zike
Subject: NE 85th St Station Area Plan Draft SEIS Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Hello,

We live at | j Vst West of Lake Washington High School.

While the thought of all that development along 85t is a bit unnerving, I can see the virtue in terms of
concentrating transit. Please do make sure all construction in the plan is 100 percent electric and net zero

energy, and that existing buildings in the area be provided a strong aggressive energy retrofit and

electrification program.
Thank you,

Steve Wilhelm



From: Bob Willar

Sent: Monday, February 15, 2021 11:49 AM
To: Allison Zike

Subject: Proposed NE 85th St. Rezoning
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

| am writing as a resident of the Everest Neighborhood in Kirkland to express some concerns about the proposed NE
85th Street rezoning of a portion our neighborhood. Keeping long-standing policies and practices in mind, having 45 or
85-foot-tall structures immediately adjacent to residential properties is definitely detrimental to those residential
properties and our neighborhood. It is an intrusion into the neighborhood in a way that land use polices expressly say
are not to occur.

Many residents came to Kirkland precisely because of its charm, character, and sense of community. This character must
be preserved or we cease to be Kirkland. Big buildings do not a City make — residents and community do. Having 45 or
85-foot-tall structures immediately adjacent to residential properties is definitely detrimental to residents and to our
community.

It is difficult to understand what the motivation for Alternatives 2 and 3 is. Kirkland is already in compliance with GMA
goals for population growth and density. The curve for jobs growth is approaching where it should be for GMA
compliance.

Have we considered what kind of City we want to be in the future? If we want to preserve Kirkland’s intimate and
neighborly character, as called for in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, how does building tall
buildings outside core urban areas such as Downtown and Totem Lake advance that agenda? Do we want to be another
Redmond or Bellevue? If we did, then most of us would not have chosen Kirkland as a place to live.

What exactly would we accomplish with Alternatives 2 or 3? We are already on track to meet or exceed our Growth
Management Act goals under current zoning. Larger structures might make sense east of 405, along NE8th —they make
no sense in the Everest Neighborhood.

The Comprehensive Plan states that streets are important Open Spaces for residents. Are not yards and
gardens also important Open Spaces for residents? Such Open Spaces are important for more than just the
people who live on those lots. What will happen to the sense of space if tall buildings create forbidding
canyons in our Neighborhoods? People make communities, not buildings. The current fashion for high-rise
single-occupant condos and apartments may be a transient fad.

Do we want our residents fleeing to other areas to live and gain space, just as many of us fled places like
Seattle and Bellevue? Kirkland does not have to be all things to all people — people who want to live in places
like Seattle and Bellevue can do so. Do not recreate such places here in Kirkland.

Kirkland has provided space for many single-occupant condos and apartments. Do we need more, or is the demand what
it appears to be — for single-family detached homes.



Sincerely,

Bob Willar



From: Oksana Willeke

Sent: Monday, February 15, 2021 9:47 AM

To: Allison Zike; City Council; Planning Commissioners
Subject: NE 85th Street Station Area Plan Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear city of Kirkland team,

As a resident of the Everest Neighborhood to express some concerns about the proposed rezoning of a portion of our
neighborhood.

What exactly would we accomplish with Alternatives 2 or 3? We are already on track to meet or exceed our
Growth Management Act goals under current zoning. Larger structures might make sense east of 405, along
NEB8th — they make no sense in the Everest Neighborhood.

The Comprehensive Plan states that streets are important Open Spaces for residents. Are not yards and
gardens also important Open Spaces for residents? Such Open Spaces are important for more than just the
people who live on those lots. What will happen to the sense of space if tall buildings create forbidding
canyons in our Neighborhoods?

People make communities, not buildings. The current fashion for high-rise single-occupant condos and
apartments may be a transient fad. Do we want our residents fleeing to other areas to live and gain space, just
as many of us fled places like Seattle and Bellevue? Kirkland does not have to be all things to all people —
people who want to live in places like Seattle and Bellevue can do so. Please do not recreate such places
here in Kirkland.

Thank you for understanding and your work!
Sincerely,

Oksana Willeke
Kirkland Everest Neighborhood Resident



From: Scott Willeke

Sent: Sunday, February 14, 2021 9:41 PM

To: Allison Zike; City Council; Planning Commissioners
Subject: NE 85th Street Station Area Plan Feedback
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

| am writing as a resident of the Everest Neighborhood to express some concerns about the proposed rezoning of a
portion of our neighborhood, specifically having 45 or 85-foot-tall structures immediately adjacent to residential
properties. | have already completed the DSEIS Survey but felt compelled to write to you as well.

Many residents including us, came to Kirkland precisely because of its charm, character, and sense of community. This
character must be preserved or we cease to be Kirkland. Big buildings do not a City make — residents and community
do. Having 45 or 85-foot-tall structures immediately adjacent to residential properties is definitely detrimental to
residents and to our community.

It is difficult to understand what the motivation for Alternatives 2 and 3 is. Kirkland is already in compliance with GMA
goals for population growth and density. The curve for jobs growth is approaching where it should be for GMA
compliance.

If we want to preserve Kirkland’s intimate and neighborly character, as called for in the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement, how does building tall buildings outside core urban areas such as Downtown and
Totem Lake advance that agenda? Do we want to be another Redmond or Bellevue? | do not, if | did then | would not
have chosen Kirkland as a place to live.

What exactly would we accomplish with Alternatives 2 or 3? We are already on track to meet or exceed our Growth
Management Act goals under current zoning. Larger structures might make sense east of 405, along NE8th — they make
no sense in the Everest Neighborhood.

The Comprehensive Plan states that streets are important Open Spaces for residents. Are not yards and gardens also
important Open Spaces for residents? Such Open Spaces are important for more than just the people who live on those
lots. What will happen to the sense of space if tall buildings create forbidding canyons in our Neighborhoods?

Sincerely,

Scott Willeke
Kirkland Everest Neighborhood Resident



A,

T Washington State Office of Urban Mobility and Access

' - 2901 3rd Avenue, #500
’ Department of Transportation Seattls, WA 98121-3014

206-464-1220 / FAX: 206-464-1189
TFY: 1-800-833-6388
www.wsdot.wa.gov

February 18, 2021

Allison Zike, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Kirkland

Re: NE 85th Street Station Area Plan Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS)

Dear Ms. Zike,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NE 85th Street Station Area Plan Draft
SEIS. This letter provides the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT)’s
comments, representing the perspective from WSDOT’s Urban Mobility and Access Office
(I-405/SR 167 Megaprogram and Regional Transit Coordination Division).

WSDOT supports the City’s work to develop a Station Area Plan (SAP) to advance the
City’s 2035 Comprehensive Plan vision and support a vibrant, equitable, and sustainable
Transit-Oriented Community adjacent to the regional transit investments in the growing
Downtown Kirkland and the NE 85th Street Corridor. We see high functioning communities
and transportation systems as codependent. While promoting community goals, the SAP can
establish a framework that can make the state transportation system more equitable and
more sustainable. As the SAP evolves, we see opportunity to:

o Partner and proactively remove barriers to add housing, employment, and services
within existing developed areas.

e Refresh our collective thinking on parking to explore the tremendous public cost of
parking and the benefits of such strategies as shared parking and parking maximums
rather than minimums in zoning code.

e Prioritize transportation investments that ensure equitable access to high-quality
employment, education, healthy food, health care services, safe housing, arts and
culture offerings, and social opportunities to achieve optimal health outcomes.
Implement a clear delineation of road and street type.

e To improve access to transit, prioritize the safety and convenience of active
transportation with facilities that invite all ages and abilities use active modes.

As the city works towards these larger goals that complement statewide goals—such as
goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, vehicle miles traveled per capita, and improve
equity—we want to work together as strong partners to find solutions to any challenges
that may arise along the way. For example, exhibits 3.74 and 3.76 in the Draft SEIS
show queuing is forecasted in the year 2044 along NE 85th Street under Alternatives 2
and 3 at the 120th, 122nd and 124th intersections. If those forecasts bore out, there is a
risk that this queuing could back up onto the off-ramp from 1-405. Queues that result in
stopped vehicles on an off-ramp causing conflicts with vehicles moving at freeway
speeds is a serious safety performance issue. As the City moves forward with the Final




SEIS and SAP, WSDOT requests that the City provide a more detailed quantitative
analysis on the operational transportation effects of all of the SAP alternatives,
particularly for the general purpose and express toll lane ramp terminal intersections at
the redesigned 1-405/NE 85th Street interchange. We also request that the City and
WSDOT continue to work together proactively to ensure land development supports
multimodal transportation and all safety issues are addressed. The City’s attention to
improving the proximity between people’s daily destinations and their homes-building a
complete 20-minute community in the 85th Station Area—would go a long way toward
mitigating those potential risks in the later years of the forecast horizon.

WSDOT sets level of service standards for highways of statewide significance (HSS)
based on RCW 47.06.140(2). For this SEIS, HSS facilities include 1-405 and any
associated ramps in the study area. WSDOT maintains that any operational or other
impacts from the proposed action to HSS facilities (I-405 ramp terminals) would need to
be mitigated. WSDOT requests that the City further identify and quantify additional
mitigation projects and/or Transportation Demand Management strategies that could be
implemented to address these adverse impacts under Alternatives 2 and 3.

With appropriate avoidance or mitigation for adverse transportation operational effects,
we see the strongest potential for benefits from Alternative 3, the creation of a SAP and
Form Based Code to allow further intensified development close to the station offering

jobs and housing in taller buildings, transitioning to mid-rise and low rise development

further from the station, as well as investment in additional bike/pedestrian routes, more
intensive green streets, a green-blue street, and green building design.

WSDOT has been coordinating closely with the City and Sound Transit throughout the
development of the I-405, NE 85th Street Interchange and Bus Rapid Transit Station
Project. The project has been designed through a collaborative stakeholder process to
meet the agencies’ shared goals of transit connectivity, active transportation mobility
and connectivity, and vehicular operations while remaining compatible with Kirkland’s
vision and agency master plans. WSDOT looks forward to continued coordination with
the City as we work with Sound Transit to deliver the project.

Sincerely, % 43_\

Lisa Hodgson, P.E. Dylan Counts

[-405/SR 167 Director

Program Administrator Regional Transit Coordination
Division

DC: dh




From: Kelli Curtis

Sent: Friday, February 19, 2021 1:33 PM

To: Allison Zike

Subject: FW: Concerning the 85th St Transit and Redevelopment proposal
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Macy Zwanzig I
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 10:42 AM

To: Penny Sweet <PSweet@kirklandwa.gov>; Jay Arnold <JArnold@kirklandwa.gov>; Neal Black
<NBlack@kirklandwa.gov>; Kelli Curtis <KCurtis@kirklandwa.gov>; Amy Falcone <afalcone@kirklandwa.gov>; Toby
Nixon <TNixon@kirklandwa.gov>; Jon Pascal <JPascal@kirklandwa.gov>

Subject: Concerning the 85th St Transit and Redevelopment proposal

Honorable Kirkland Council Members,
Mayor Penny Sweet

Deputy Mayor Jay Arnold

Council Member Neal Black

Council Member Kelli Curtis

Council Member Amy Falcone
Council Member Toby Nixon

Council Member Jon Pascal

| am currently a member at Salt House Church (11920 NE 80th St, Kirkland) and am a high school teacher at
Redmond High School and a member of the church council. Thank you for inviting our input into the Kirkland
NE 85th Street Station Area Plan. As a congregation located in the center of this development, we could
choose to voice concerns over a lack of parking, traffic congestion, or buildings too high. However, our faith
compels us to prioritize and uphold lower-income residents in Kirkland and to seek the well-being of all, in
service of the common good. We believe everyone should have a safe, healthy, affordable place to live. This
is why we, Salt House Church, sold our northwest corner of our property in order to become Kirkland

Place. Yet, housing remains a dire, urgent need:

- Before the pandemic, there was a severe shortage of affordable housing in Kirkland, particularly for
people earning 30% of the median income and below.

« Home prices and rents have risen exponentially and many of our neighbors are being priced out of
housing.

« The population experiencing homelessness in our region continues to grow and is more vulnerable than
ever, seen in a shortage of over 195,000 homes affordable and available to very low-income
households.

« Almost 23,000 people were identified experiencing homelessness during the point in time count in
January 2020, representing a 6% increase in overall homelessness.

« Unsheltered homelessness increased by 13% and many more could lose their housing because of loss
of income due to the pandemic.

Therefore, | urge you to double the amount of low-income housing included in your development plan for
Kirkland NE 85th St.



| look forward to hearing from you. Thank you for your consideration.

Macy Zwanzig

NOTICE: This e-mail account is part of the public domain. Any correspondence and attachments, including personal
information, sent to and from the City of Kirkland are subject to the Washington State Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56
RCW, and may be subject to disclosure to a third party requestor, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege
asserted by an external party.





